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Applicants present the following in response to the Office Action of July 1, 2004, within 
the three-month shortened statutory period that the Examiner set for response. 

In this Office Action, the Examiner has withdrawn the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12. 
second paiagn^h, but has maintained all of the previous prior art rejections. Applicants 
respectfully traverse these rejections, and request reconsideration and allowance of the claims in 
view of the following arguments. 

Applicants wish to focus here on two points that the Examiner has made. First, in 
paragraph 3. bridgmg pages 2 and 3 of the Office Action, the Examiner has disagreed with 
Applicants' assertion that the Examiner has taken the Ratakonda steps out of order. In the fhrst 
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instance^ the use of the transitional teim *'coii^?rising** is irrelevant to this discussion. Applicants 
do not dispute that there may be additional steps in a prior art reference that would come 
between two recited steps in a claimed invention. That is not the point here. The point is that the 
Examiner has reversed the sequence that is mandated by the claims, as ratified in the 
specification^ and then read diat reversed sequence on Ratakonda. Applicants maintain that the 
Examiner's approach is improper. 

Independent claims 1 and 3 1 recite the selection of a frame cluster in an input video 
sequence. The claims then recite computing a content value in said selected frame cluster . The 
plain meaning of the words of the claim indicate that the frame cluster has to be selected before a 
content value can be computed in it. For the Examiner to construe the claims otherwise is to take 
the terms outside of their ordinary accustomed meanings and to construe them in a manner that is 
inconsistent with what Applicants describe in the specification. Both of these approaches are 
improper, and for this reason, Applicants continue to submit that independent claims 1 and 31 
are patentable over Ratakonda, 

Second, with respect to claimed step (c), which the Examiner discusses in paragraph 4 on 
page 3 of the Office Action, Applicants maintain that the Examiner is taking disjointed portions 
out of Ratakonda and attempting to read step (c) on them. Column 7 discusses the computation 
of a cumulative action measure. The discussion at colunms 9 and 10 have nothing to do with a 
computed cumulative action measure. The Examiner's reference to clustering of key frames 
based on similarity, and selected within subsequent clusters according to the 'largest diffidence 
from the previous key frame criterion" is inconsistent with and unrelated to column 7. While the 
Examiner is correct that the difference referenced in this quote is expressed in tenns of the action 
measure. Applicants submit that this still bears no relation to step (c). TTie action measure 
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discussed in claim 10 is not clearly related to the action measure in claim 7. Applicants submit 
that the Examiner's inference otherwise is hindsight- 

Finally, Applicants flatly disagree with the Examiner's assertion in paragraph 6. 



Ratakonda, Applicants respectfully direct the Examiner's attention to the assertion on page 13 of 
the last Response, in which Applicants argued that claims 1 and 3 1. and hence their respective 
dependencies 2-16 and 32-46, spanning the claims the Examiner rejected based on a 
Ratakonda/Ochihachi or Ratakonda/Castelli combination, are patentable. 

In view of die above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 
to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 
Examiner feels may be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 

The USPTO is directed and authorized to charge all required fees, except for the Issue 
Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Account No. 19-4880. Please also credit any 
overpayments to said Deposit Account. 



Applicants do not agree that Uchihachi or Ca&telli remedies any of the deiSciencies of 
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